Background: School-based violence prevention programs have shown promise for reducing aggression and increasing children's prosocial behaviors. Prevention interventions within the context of urban after-school programs provide a unique opportunity for academic researchers and community stakeholders to collaborate in the creation of meaningful and sustainable violence prevention initiatives.
with populations most in need of violence prevention efforts by virtue of their disproportionate exposure to neighborhood and community risks. 6, 7 Increased attention recently has focused on research models that transcend the boundaries of university laboratories, outpatient health care facilities, and school settings to include community-based organizations in prevention efforts. 8 These models encourage collaboration between and engagement of academic researchers and community partners to increase the community's capacity for sustaining positive health-related outcomes.
In this paper, we highlight how our team of diverse academic researchers and community partners applies CBPR [9] [10] [11] [12] to ensure that researchers and community members work together as equal and complementary partners in addressing the issue of youth violence within an ethnic minority, urban, and economically disadvantaged community. CBPR blends empirical support with valuable key stakeholder feedback, resulting in interventions that are culturally sensitive and responsive to the needs of the local community, while increasing the likelihood of generating meaningful and sustainable results. 9, 10 The current research study represents the work of the multi- The PCVPC is one of two Urban Partnership Academic
Centers of Excellence sites funded by the CDC and the only site in Philadelphia. The mission of the PCVPC is to apply CBPR methods to design, implement, and evaluate programs that enhance the resiliency of communities affected by violence, reduce the frequency and impact of youth violence and violence-related injury in West and Southwest Philadelphia, and develop programs and related skills within the community that can be sustained over time. These communities are of particular concern to our center; at the time of the application for center funding, West and Southwest Philadelphia's average annual youth homicide rate was 37 per 100,000, more than five times the national rate. 12 The academic researchers and community leaders within the PCVPC share decision making authority, whereby individuals from both groups serve as codirectors for each of the four center cores (research, communication and dissemination, surveillance, and administrative cores Taking these concerns into consideration, the PARTNERS team agreed that the PCVPC would try to obtain information from prior focus groups, even those conducted by other researchers. Furthermore, because youth focus groups had recently been conducted, the team would only target adults in focus groups. To address concerns about inadequate incentives, all focus group participants were given a $10 gift card to a local merchant, compensation for transportation, and food during the group sessions. Last, we agreed that developing a mechanism for providing feedback of findings to participants would be essential.
Phase 2: Focus Groups
Focus groups were conducted with community stakeholder groups (parents/community members, community leaders, and local service providers) drawn from West and Southwest Philadelphia neighborhoods. Detailed description of the focus group methods are provided elsewhere. 15 The focus groups were designed to better understand strengths and challenges within the local community, experiences with prior Recognizing that everyone has feelings, but how we act on our feelings is crucial.
Session 5 Finding Ways to Stay Calm in Difficult Situations
Recognizing when we are becoming angry. Learning cool-down strategies to stay calm in tough social situations. Benefits and challenges of using cool-down/calming strategies.
Session 6 Mindreading/Why Did This Happen?
Why is it important to figure out others' intentions? Using face and body clues to determine intentionality. Advantages to giving others the benefit of the doubt.
Session 7 Choices
Recognizing that being a leader means that we consider all of our choices/options. Brainstorming one's choices and evaluating the consequences of our choices. Learning different categories of choices.
Session 8 Perspective Taking
Why it is important to see another person's perspective? Discussing that a leader is able to see different people's perspectives. Learning questions that can be used to figure out someone else's perspective.
Session 9
Time to Lead: Leadership Activity Identify an issue to bring to the community's attention. Brainstorm ideas for completing the leadership activity.
Session 10 Time to Lead: Leadership Activity (Part 2)
Continue to work on the development and implementation of leadership activity. Youth discuss personal impact of this activity and the program. Finally, when the future roll-out for the community trial of the PARTNERS Program was discussed at the symposia, community participants expressed a strong desire that all participating sites receive the full intervention, rather than the originally planned randomized trial in which some sites would receive an intervention unrelated to violence prevention. This led to the development of a stepped-wedge cluster design, in which all sites receive active intervention over the course of the study implementation (Table 4) . Withholding support and interventions from some sites could be considered unethical and/or disrespectful. 23 However, requiring that the interventions be implemented simultaneously across sites would place considerable demands on the PARTNERS team and site resources. To balance these needs, the resulting study design 
Phase 7: organizational Assessments and site selection
After-school sites were chosen as possible implementation sites as this allows for programming during high-risk afterschool hours 24, 25 and has been shown to be effective in preventing delinquent behaviors for adolescents. 25 In addition, youth have identified after-school venues as enjoyable environments which provide support for youth development activities and learning. 25 With the goal of better understanding resources, strengths, and Notes. Community workshops are implemented in all venues for all time periods.
Full assessment occurs at all sites before and after each time period. 
Balancing Research Goals and Community needs
CBPR is an iterative process that can be labor intensive 10, 29 ; balancing research goals while meeting the immediate needs of the community can be challenging. For example, our organizational assessments found several sites that, despite expertly serving the needs of youth in the community, were considered to be relatively poor matches for the PARTNERS Program.
Specifically, sites that had "drop-in" programs whereby any youth could participate on a given day were not viable can- sharing Results with the Community, Implications for Public health Policy, and Future Research Philadelphia communities, strict monitoring of the integrity of the intervention implementation are necessary to arrive at a scientifically successful and generalizable program. 30 Second, it was difficult to decide whether to limit the type of after-school intervention sites (e.g., recreation centers, churches, YMCA, after-school centers) to achieve more homogeneity and therefore easier comparisons between groups. However, replication of this intervention needs to be effective and feasible across a diversity of community settings. Thus, we decided to generate results that would be relevant for other underresourced, urban communities. Third, we did not conduct our own youth focus groups. Illustrating another principle of CBPR, the research team heard that the community partners were frustrated that multiple focus groups had been conducted with the youth previously. As a result, our PARTNERS team collaborated with another organization to make use of previously collected focus group data without over-taxing the local community. However, conducting our own focus groups with youth would have allowed us to ask more specific questions related to our intervention plans. Finally, the pilot study described was conducted solely with boys. Additional research is needed to ensure that the program is also responsive to the needs of girls.
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